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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT RICHMOND. 
Record No. 2494 
WILLIAM P. HUDSON, Petitioner, 
versus 
RICE M. YOUELL, 8UPERINTENDENT OF THE VIR-
GINIA STATE PENITENTIARY, Respondent. 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF ERROR. 
1.'o the Honorable ,litdges of the Supreme Court of Appeals 
of Virginia: 
Your Petitioner, ·wmiam P. Hudson, respectfully repre-
sents that he is aggrieved by the final judgment of the Hust-
ings Court of the Ciiy of Rfohmond, Virginia, entered the 
18th day of April, 1941, in the Habeas Corpus proceedings of 
William P. Hudson, Petitioner, against Rice M. Youell, Su-
perintendent of the Virginia State Penitentiary, denying him 
his discharge from the custody of said Youell. A transcript 
of the record of the said case is herewith presented and filed 
as a part of this petition, which transcript embraces all the 
facts necessary for a proper consideration of this case. 
2* *MEMORANDUM OF AR.OUMENT. 
We respectfully suhrnit that the only question to be deter-
mined by this Honorahfo Court is as follows: 
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Did the order of sentence, entered by the Hustings Court 
of the City of Richmond, Virginia, on the 25th day of Janu-
ary, ·1934, against appellant, constitute in law a consecutive 
sentence of five years each on four indictments for burglary, 
and one year on an indictment for attempted murder, mak-
ing a twenty-one-year period of servitude for petitioner to 
undergo before he would be entitled to his liberty or was said 
period of servitude, as expressed in order of Hustings Court 
heretofore referred to, a concurrent sentence of five years on 
four respective indictments for burglary, and one year on an 
indictment for attempted murder, and all said terms ran con-
currently from the date of said sentence, entitling petitioner 
to l1is liberty at the expiration of five years! 
If the latter proposition constitutes the correct rule of law, 
petitioner had only five years incarceration to undergo, and 
by vhtue of the fact that he has now served over seven years, 
the five years referred to plus an additional year imposed 
in the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, for 
being a repeater, he if-I now being illegally held as said im-
prisonment imposed has been totally and wholly served, and 
his debt to society paid and he is entitled to his immediate 
release in Habeas Co·rpits proceedings and the order entered 
by the Honorable Judge of the Hustings Court of the City 
of Richmond, Virginia, on April 18th, 1941, refusing to 
3* release petitioner is erroneous and should be *reversed 
by this Honorable Court. 
That he is now being deprived of bis liberty without due 
process of law in violation of the Constitution of Virginia 
and the Fourteenth Article of Amendment of the Constitution 
of the United States. 
In this respect see Gross against Rice, 71 Maine, page 241, 
as follows: 
Peters, Judge: '' The sentence was for four years. F01.· 
had conduct, he was eonfined in prison for sixty-eight days 
additional thereto. ~Phi~ detention was in pursuance of sec-
ti on 40, c. 140, R. S., which provides, that a convict shall not 
h~ discharged from the State Prison until he has remained 
1he full term for which he was sentenced, excluding the time 
he may have been in.solitary confinement for violation of the 
rules and regulations of the prison. Is this section of the 
statute valid f We think not. By the Fourteenth Amend-
ment to the National Constitution, no state shall deprive any 
person of life, liberty or property, without due process of 
law. The clause in the National Amendment is directly ap-
pliable to the question presented. No one for a moment would 
cfouy the proposition, that a person cannot be taken to the 
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state prison and detained there, as a punishment, without an 
accusation, trial by jury, conviction and sentence. Nothing 
less than these forms would amount to due process of law, 
where an infamous punishment is to be inflicted. No one 
would deny that such an act, done by the State, would be a 
direct defiance of the ·Constitutional Amendment. 
''But a man, lawfully imprisoned, is detained in prison be-
yond the term of llis sentence, without any new accusation, 
trial and sentence, as a justification therefor. Is not this 
4 • detention a new *imprisonment T Suppose the statute 
was not in existence, and never had been passed. Would 
it be pretended that the warden would be justified in detain-
ing a convict for a single day over his sentence? If he did, 
would not the act deprive the prisoner of his liberty with-
out any process of law? After his sentence has expired, he 
i$ imprisoned anew for sixty-eight days without a formal ac-
cusation, or trial or sentence by any court. It is clear that 
tbe imprisonment for more than four years was not war-
ranted by the sentence itself, nor could it be.'' 
We submit that if the period of servitude, expressed by 
the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, in its 
order of January 25, 1934, in Appellant's case, was terminated 
at the end of five years, he is now being held in direct viola-
tion of the Constitution of the State of Virginia and the Four-
teenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States 
aH there is no new a~eusation,· trial, sentence or process as a 
justification therefor. 
Was the petitioner entitled to his liberty five years subse-
quent to January 25, 1934, plus the one year given him by 
order entered in the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, 
Virginia, for being a repeater, minus the time off for good 
behaviour! 
In this respect, we most earnestly contend, and believe that 
our posit.ion is impregnable, and the order of the Hustings 
Court of Richmond, Virginia, entered January 25, 1934, wa~ 
a concurrent sentence on five indictments and expired at the 
end of the longest term. 
In this respect, see the case of United States against Pat-
terson, Keeper, 29 Federal, page 775, which your petitioner 
sets out verba,tim et litteratim as follows : 
5"" *The order in this case is as follows: The Court do 
order and adjudge that the prisoner, 0. L. Baldwin. 
be confined at hard labor in the State Prison of the State of 
New Jersey, for the term of five years upon each of the three 
iudictments above named, said terms not to run concurre·nt1y, 
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and from and after the expiration of said term until the costs 
of this prosecution shall have been paid. 
· Bradley, Judge: "I have duly considered the matter afore-
said, and will proceed to state the conclusion of which I have 
come, and the reason thereof. It is manifest that the judg-
ment or sentence in thhi case is uncertain in this respect, it 
imposes the penalty of imprisonment at hard labor in the 
State's Prison for the term of five years upon each indict-
ment, and adds that the said terms shall not run concur-
rently, but does not specify upon which indictment either of 
said terms of imprisonment is to be undergone. If the pris-
oner is to be detained in prison for three successive terms, 
neither he, nor the keeper of the prison, nor any other per-
son knows, or can possibly know under which indictment he 
has passed his first term or under which indictment he will 
have to pass his second or third. If for any reason peculiar 
to either of said indictments, as for example, some newly dis-
covered evidence should put a different face upon the case, 
so as to induce the executive to grant the prisoner a pardou 
of the sentence on that indictment, no person could affirm 
which of the three terms of imprisonment was condoned. 
'' If a formal record of any one of the indictments, and the 
judgment rendered thereon, were for any reason, required 
to be made out and exemplified, no clerk or person skilled iu 
the law could extend the proper judgment upon such record. 
He could not tell whether it was the sentence for the first, 
6,a the second, or the *last term of imprisonment. 
''Without the last words of the sentence, declaring 
that the terms of imprisonment should not run concurrently, 
it would be sufficient]y clear and certain. It would then, by 
force of law be a sentence of five years imprisonment on each 
indictment and each sentence would begin to run at once, and 
they would all run concurrently. Such a sentence is lawful 
and proper. But the addition that they were not to run con-
currently, without specifying· the order in which they were 
to run, is uncertain and incapable of application. It seems 
to me the additional words must be regarded as void. The 
words used are equiva1ent to the words, 'the said terms shall 
follow each other constcutively'. But if these words had been 
used the case would not have been different. The inherent 
vice of being insensible and incapable of application to the 
respective terms, without specifying the order of their suc-
cession, would still exist and the joint sentence is equivalellt 
to three sentences, one on each indictment. One of these is 
applicable to the indictment for misappropriation of funds; 
but, if they are successi~e, which one? That which is first 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 5 
to be executed, or that which is secondly or thirdly to be exe-
cuted Y -No intelligence is sufficient to answer the question. 
A prisoner is entitled to know under what sentence he is im-
prisoned. The vague words in question furnish no means of 
knowing. They mit.st be regarded without effect, and as in-
sufficient to alter f he legal right that each sentence is to com-
r,ience at once, unles.c: otherwise specifically noted. 
"If this were a mere error, it could not be considered 
7i/r. on *Habeas Corpu.s. The judgments of the district and 
circuit courts in criminal cases are final, and cannot be 
reviewed by writ of error, and a mere error of law, if in fact 
committed, is irremediable; as much so as are the decisions 
of the Supreme Court. But if a judgment or any part thereof 
is void, either because the court that renders it is not compe-
tent to do so for want of jurisdiction, or because it is ren-
dered under a law clearly unconstitutional, or because it is 
senseless, and without meaning, and cannot be corrected, or 
for any other cause, then a party imprisoned by virtue of 
such void judgment may be discharged on Habeas Corp11ts. 
''I do not say that the judgment in this case is void. It is 
a good judgment for the term of five years' imprisonment on 
each indictment. Perhaps these terms might have been law-
fully made to take effect successively, if the order of their 
succession had been specified, although there is no United 
~tates statute authorizing it to be done. But this was not 
done. No distinction was made between them in this re-
spect, and, as neither of them was made to take effect after 
the one or the others, they all took effect alike; that is, from 
the time of the rendering· of judgment. The additional words 
as to non-concurrence are void, because they are incapable 
of application. It is as if a man should be sentenced to suc-
cessive terms of imprisonment on each of several indictments, 
and to hard labor, or to be keJ?t on bread and water, during 
one of the terms, without specifying which. The latter part 
of such a sentence would clearly be void, for it could not be 
allowed to the jailer to exercise his discretion as to the ap-
plication of the ag·gravated penalties. 
8* *"If there were any way in which the district court 
could amend its judg·ment, the case might perhaps be 
different. But I see no way in which it could do so without 
passing a new sentenee and that it could not do now, after 
the term has passed, a.nd after one term of imprisonment has 
been suffered what right would the court have now to deter-
mine that the expired term was due to any particular indict-
ment more than to either of the others? 
'' I have carefully read the able opinion of the Supreme 
Court of New Jersey in the case of Gibbs v. State, 45 N. J. 
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Law 379, and agree to all that the court there says as to the 
right of a criminal c.ourt to extend its judgment and proceed-
ings on the record in proper form, regardless of imperfections 
in the minutes of its clerk. But in the present case there are 
no materials in existence for altering the form of the judg-
ment under consideration, at least nothing but what may rest 
in the bosom of the judge; and for him to resort to his mem-· 
ory at this day to alter the judgment would be to render a 
new judgment. It is unnecessary to say that the Honorable 
Judge of the district court would not adopt a proceeding so 
questionable or hazardous. The district attorney has sup-
plied me with a certified copy, literatim, with all the erasures 
and interlineations of the rough minutes; but they exhibit 
nothing upon which the court could base any substantial al-
teration in the judgment as recorded. 
'' In this view of the case it is unnecessary to consider the 
other questions raised by the petition, and by the prisoner's 
counsel on the argument. But it does suggest another ques-
tion which cannot be entirely overlooked. When the Habeas 
Corpus was allowed, the first term of five years had not ex-
pired by lapse of time, although at least one of the sen-
9* tences had been satisfied by *means of the remissions al-
lowed for good conduct. Considering the three terms of 
imprisonment as by law running concurrently, do those re-
missions apply to all three of the sentences, or to only one 
of them? If to only one, and I had to decide this case, as in 
ordinary civil actions, according to the state of things where 
the writ was issued, I might be obliged to remand the peti-
tioner into custody, and put him to the expense and trouble 
of another writ. But I think that on a Habeas Corpus, where 
the personal liberty of the citizen is involved, the decision 
should be made upon the actual status of the case, and as the 
:five years have now entirely elapsed, and all the concurring 
terms have been fulfilled, the question of the applicabilitv of 
the remission for good conduct to all the sentences may be 
waived, and the prisoner be lawfully discharged, without de-
ciding it. He is discharged accordingly." 
Now, taking- the order of the Hustings Court of the City 
of Richmond, Virginia, into consideration. If the petitioner, 
William P. Hudson, is to be detained in the Virginia State 
Penitentiary for five consecutive terms, neither he nor the 
respondent Youell, nor any other person knows, or can pos-
sibly know under which indictment he has passed his first 
term or under whic]1 he will have to pass his second, third, 01· 
fourth or fifth term of imprisonment. 
If for any reason peculiar to either of said indfotments, 
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as for example, some newly disCO':ered evidence should put 
a different face upon the case, so as to induce the Governor 
of Virginia to grant said William P. Hudson a pardon of the 
sentence on that indictment, no person could affirm 
10* which of the five *terms of imprisonment was condoned. 
If a formal record of any one of the indictments, and 
the judgment rendered thereon, were for a reason, required 
to be made out and exemplified, no clerk or person skilled 
in the law could extend the proper judgment upon such a rec-· 
ord. He could not tell whether it was the sentence for the 
first, the second, third, fourth or :fifth term of imprisonment. 
We respectfully submit that the words expressed in the 
order of the Hustings Court as follows : '' one term of one year 
and four terms of five years each, said terms to run consecu-
tively,'' are insensible and incapable of application to the 
respective terms. These words are void as meaningless. 
One of the five-year terms is applicable to the indictment 
that petitioner did burgfariously break and enter with intent 
to commit larceny, the dwelling house of F. E. Traylor, 309-A 
North Stafford Street, Richmond, Virginia; but, if they are 
successive, which one! That which is :first to be executed, or 
that which is secondly or thirdly, or fourth or fifth to be exe-
cuted f No intelligence is sufficient to answer the question. 
A prisoner is entitled to know under what sentence he is im-
prisoned. The vague words in question furnish no means of 
knowing. They must be regarded without effect, and as in-
sufficient to alter the legal rule that each sentence is to com-
mence at once, unless otherwise specifically noted. 
Without the words of the sentence, declaring that the terms 
of the imprisonment should run consecutively, it would be 
sufficiently clear and certain. It would then, by force of law, 
be a sentence of five years imprisonment on each indictment 
for burglary and one year imprisonment on indictment 
11 * for attempted '"'murder and each sentence would begin 
to run at once, and they would all run concurrently. 
Such a sentence is lawful and proper. But the addition that 
they were to run con~ecutively, without specifying the order 
in which they were to run, is uncertain and incapable of ap-
plication. 
This is a good judgment for the terms of one year's im-
prisonment on one indictment and five years imprisonment on 
each of four indictments, and all the terms commenced to run 
at once and concurrently from the date of judgment. These 
terms could have been lawfully made to take effect. succes-
sively;if the order of their succession had been specified. But 
this was not done. No distinction was ma.de between them in 
tbi.s respect, and, as neither of them was made to take effect 
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after the one or the others, they all took effect alike; that is, 
from the time of the rendering of judgment. The additional 
words said terms to run consecutively are void, because they 
are incapable of application. 
Section 4786. In convictions for two or more offenses con-
finement to commence after previous term expires.-When 
any person is convicted of two or more offenses, before sen-
tence is pronounced for either, the confinement to which he_ 
may be sentenced upon the second, or any subsequent col'r-
viction, shall commence at the termination of the previous 
term or terms of confinement. 
The abo~e is the section of the code, as it existed in J anu-
ary of 1934, at the time the sentence against appellant was 
entered by the Honorable Judge of the Hustings Court of 
Richmond. Under this section the Court could have sen-
tenced the prisoner to imprisonment under each indictment 
and successively desig·nated by proper languag·e that the con-
finement under each successive judgment shall com-
12* mence at the expiration of the previous term of *con-.· 
finement and properly designated each term with a de-
scription of the indictment to which each term of confine-
ment pertained, viz.: "It is ordered, that WHliam P. Hudson 
be confined for fiye years in the penitentiary, for burglari-
ously breaking and entering the home of Nellie Harris, as · 
charged in the indictment, and after the expiration of said 
imprisonment, he shall commence to serve a further term of 
five years, in the penitentiary for burglariously breaking and 
entering the dwelling house of F. E. Traylor, as charged in 
the indictment, and after the expiration of said imprison-
ment, for breaking and entering the dwelling house of F. E. 
Traylor, he shall then begin to serve a further term of five 
years in the penitentiary, for burglariously breaking and en-
tering the dwelling house of J. E. Haws, as charged in the 
indictment, and after the expiration of the said term of im-
prisonment for breaking and entering the dwelling house of 
said Haws, he shall commence to serve a term of five. yea1·s 
in the penitentiary for burglariously breaking and entering 
the dwelling house of D. S. Ashton, and at the expiration of 
said term of imprisonment for breaking and entering the 
dwelling house of said Ashton he shall commence to serve a 
term of one year in t.he penitentiary for attempting to kill 
R. E. Munn as charged in the indictment.''. 
The above would have been a good sentence of twenty-one 
years in the penitentiary and would have been in compliance 
with the statute. 
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Alao the Honorable Judge of the said Hustings ·Court of 
the City of Richmond could have so entered his order so that 
the said terms of confinement would have run successively by 
force of the statute by stating, viz.: It is ordered, that 
13* William P. Hudson be ~confined for five years in the 
penitentiary, for burglariously breaking and entering 
the home of Nellie Harris, as charged in the indictment. Sec-
ondly, it is ordered that he be confined for five years in the 
penitentiary for burglariously breaking and entering the 
dwelling house of F. E. Traylor, as charged in the indict-
ment. 
Thirdly, it is ordered that he be confined for five years in 
the penitentiary for burglariously breaking and entering the 
dwelling house of J. E. Haws, as charged in the indictment. 
Fourth, it is orderf~d that he be confined for five years in 
the penitentiary for burglariously breaking and entering the 
dwelling house of D. S . .Ashton, as charged in the indict-
ment. 
Fifth, it is ordered that he be confined for one year in the 
penitentiary for attempting to kill R. E. Munn, as charged in 
the indictment. 
The above would have been a good sentence of twenty-one 
years imprisonment under the statute, for when any person 
is convicted of two or more offenses, before sentence is pro-
nounced for either, the confinement on second or subsequent 
convictions commences at the termination of the previous or-
der of confinement by force of the statute. So where the 
Court designates the previous term of confinement, as I have 
above, the words that they follow successively or consecu-
tively, is impliedly written in the order by force of and ap-
plication of the ordm· to the statute. 
In lVilborn v. Sawn.dc:rs, 170 Virginia, page 153, the Court 
used the following language: '' The prisoner stood, on F:eb-
ruary 22, 1929, convicted on six indictments, three pending 
iu the Circuit Court of Brunswick County, and three 
14'!1: pending in the Circuit Court *of Mecklenburg County, 
with no sentence pronounced against him on any indict-
ment. On that date section 4786 provided that 'When any 
person is convicted of two or more offenses, before sentence 
is pronounced for either, the confinement to which he may 
be sentenced upon the second or any subsequent conviction, 
shall commence at the termination of the previous term or 
terms of confinement.' It follows, therefore, that the total 
period of confinement on six indictments is eight years. 
''We see from the case that Wilborn was found guilty on . 
three indictments and sentenced by the Circuit Court of Meck-
lenburg County on February 22, 1929, to serve a term in the 
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penitentiary on each indictment. The term of confinement 
totalling five years. That on March 11, 1929, the said Wil-
born, who had previously been convicted in the Circuit Court 
of Brunswick County on three other indictments were sen-
tenced by that Court to serve three consecutive terms to-
talling three years in the penitentiary.'' 
As Wilborn had been convicted on six indictments before 
sentence was passed in respect to any, and a sentence of con-
finement was fixed by the Mecklenburg Court on February 
22, 1929, and after this denoted as the previous term of con-
finement, he was senteJJCed to a subsequent term of confim~-
ment by the Brunswick Court, which by force of statute com-
menced to run after the Mecklenburg term of confinement in 
the same manner as if the Judge of the Circuit Court of 
Brunswick had expressed in his order, that said confinement 
shall commence at the expiration to which he had been sen-
tenced in the Circuit CC\urt of Mecklenburg County on }i1eb-
ruary 22, 1929, on a certain indictment, as the statute itself 
supplied this language. 
15* *It became apparent, by the dates on the two orders, 
that one term of confinement was a. previous term of 
confinement, and the other term of confinement a subsequent 
term of confinement, as the date February 22, 1929, is previous 
to the date March 11, 1929. The order of the Hustings Court 
of the City of Richmond in appellant's case does not desig-
nate what term of confinement was previous and what term 
of confinement was subsequent, and fails to alter the legal 
rule that all terms commenced at once unless otherwise de-
noted. 
See .Mieir v. Mc.li!illan, 51 Iowa, page 244, as follows: "It 
has been held in Allen v. Miller, 11 Indiana, page 389, and 
James v. Ward, 2 Met. (Kentucky), page 271, in the absence~ 
of a statute, that the Court has no authority to direct that a 
term of imprisonment shall commence at a future date. It 
follows, if there is authority conferred by a statute, that a 
failure to exercise it has the same effect as if it never ex-
isted." 
The case of United States v. Patterson, Keeper, 29 Federal, 
page 775, heretofore cited, was referred to by the Supreme 
Court of the United States speaking through Mr. Justice Mc-
Reynolds in the case of United States v. Da·ughtery, 269 
United States, page 360, decided in 1926 and opinion ex-
pressed by .Justice Bradley in the Patterson case held to be 
good and sound law. In the Daug·htery case referred to above 
Justice McReynolds used the following language: "Sen-
tences in criminal cases should reveal with fair certaintv the 
intent of the court and exclude any serious misapprehensions 
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by those who must execute them." We submit that the sen-
tence in appellant's case as a successive sentence on 
16* five *indictments does not come within the scope of the 
lang·uage of tT ustice McReynolds for reasons heretofore 
stated, for the warden or no other person could tell the order 
of succession. Instead of fair certainty existing, no certainty 
at all exists and serious apprehensions are left to those who 
must execute. 
Your petitioner contends that when he was convicted in the 
Hustings Court of the City of Richmond and sentenced on 
January 25, 1934, to confinement, that the conditional pardon 
heretofore gTanted him by the late Governor John -Garland 
Pollard, immediately stood revoked and that when he com-
menced to undergo the sentence imposed by the Hustings 
Court on said date. that at said time he commenced to serve 
the remainder of the sentence, if any remainder existed, of 
the sentence of which he was conditionally pardoned conmu-
rently with the sentence of the Hustings Court of January 
25, 1934, and that the Honorable .Attorney General is wholly 
wrong in respect to his ':iew that executive action or other 
action of a court was necessary in order to revoke the con-
ditional pardon. Appellant's position above stated was ex-
pressed by the Supreme Court of Virginia in Wright v. Youell, 
160 Virginia, page 925 . 
.At any rate the Attorney General concedes that the only 
sentence of confinement of which the respondent, Rice M. 
Y onell, Superintendent of Virginia State Penitentiary, now 
holds appellant in restraint and custody is solely due by vh·-
tue of the order of the Hustings Court of Richmond, Vir-
ginia, on January 25, 1934. 
The order of the H m;tings Court of the City of Richmond, 
Virginia, of January 25, 1934, contains the following language 
as may be seen from the transcript of the record on page 27 
at the foot of the page: ''It is further ordered that the above 
terms are to run consecutively with any other terms to 
17* which the said $defendant may heretofore have been 
sentenced in this or any other Court in this Common-
wealth." It is the eontention of appellant that the sentences 
of the Hustings Conrt of the City of Richmond, Virginia, of 
May, 1921, were sentences of eighteen years in the peniten-
tiarv and twelve years in the penitentiary to be served con-
currently and that when he was conditionally pardoned on 
March 15, 1933, by the Honorable John Garland Pollard, late 
Governor of Virginia, the terms of confinement had expired, 
but that if any part thereof existed on January 25, 1934, it 
attached immediately upon his conviction of crime and sen-
tence thereof by virtue of the ruling· of Wright v. Youell, 160 
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Virginia, page 925. That the words of the order of the 
Hustings Court of tho City of Richmond, Virginia, of J anu-
arv 25, 1934, at the bottom of pag·e 27, of the transcript of 
the record, namely: ''It is further ordered that the above 
terms are to run consecutively with any other terms to which 
the said defendant rnav heretofore have been sentenced in this 
or any other Court i{1 this Commonwealth,'' are absolutely 
vague and uncertain and this whole clause is totally void for 
uncertainty, and is incapable of making the sentence of Janu-
ary 25, 1934, follow any other sentence. In this respect I 
again refer the Court to the words of Justice McReynolds 
in the Daughtery case, as heretofore referred to, namely, 
'' Sentences in criminal cases should reveal with fair certainty 
the intent of the Court and exclude any serious misappre-
hension by those who must execute them.'' The vague and 
void clause heretofore referred to by virtue of this language 
of the Supreme Court of the United States speaking through 
Mr. Justice McReynolds, made the sentence of the Hustings 
Court of J anuarv 25, ] 934, start eo instandi. In the case of 
Hogan v. H1ll, 9 Federal Supplement, page 333, the Dis-
18* trict Court for the Middle *District of Pennsylvania, 
decided January 2, 1935, discharged one Daniel Hogan 
in Habeas Corpus proceedings. The facts in this case were 
as follows: Daniel Hogan, the petitioner, was sentenced by 
the District Court for the Wes tern District of Louisiana to 
be confined in the United States Penitentiary at Atlanta, for 
a period of three years. 
While released on bail, and pending appeal to the Circuit 
Court of Appeals from the sentence in the Louisiana Court, 
Hogan was sentenced on November 21, 1930, by the District 
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, by District Judge 
Groner, as follows: "It is considered and ordered by thG 
Court that the said Dan Hogan be imprisoned in the United 
States Penitentiary at Atlanta, Georgia, for a period of one 
year and nine months; also it appearing to the Court that 
the said Hogan has been convicted and sentenced for violat-
ing the laws of the United States in another jurisdiction and 
that he is now under bond in that jurisdiction to answer said 
sentence and judgment at a future date, it is further ordered 
that the judgment and sentence here imposed against said 
defendant shall be in addition to and independent of any 
other sentence or sentences heretofore imposed against said 
defendant by any other Court.'' 
The above language in reference to sentences of other 
Courts was not as vague and indefinite and uncertain as the 
language in the order of the Hustings Court, of Richmond, 
Virginia, of January 25, 1934. However the Pennsylvania 
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Court in the Habeas Corp,z1,S proceedings held that the ~en-
tences of the respective Louisiana and Virginia District Court& 
ran concurrently and that the language, "shall be in ad- · 
dition to and independent of any other sentence or sen-
tences heretofore imposed against said defendant by 
l9f< •any other Court,'' in the Virginia sentence is void 
for uncertainty and inability of application. 
Finally your appellant respectfully submits, that he was 
on J auuary 25, 19H4, gi~en a sentence of confinement in the, 
penitentiary, that was concurrent and that it ended at the end 
of the longest term from said date, which was five years, 
which has now transpired and that now he is being illegally 
held by the Respondent herein, Rice M. Youell, Superintend-
ent of the Virginia State Penitentiary, who now holds him 
and restrains him of his liberty without any process of law 
whatsoever. 
For the foregoing reasons the appellant prays that a writ 
of error and su,perse.dea.~ may be awarded hrm; that the judg-
ment of the Hustings Court of Richmond, Virginia, entered 
April 18, 1941, which appears on pages 36 and 37 of the tran-
script of the record, 1·emanding him to the custody of Re-
spondent Youell and dismissing his writ of Habeas Corp11,,c; 
ad subjicienditm, be reversed in every part and particular, 
and that appellant ht, restored to his liberty and that peti-
tioner, the appellant, William P. Hudson, may have such other 
relief as he may be entitled under the laws and Constitution 
of the State of Virginia, and under the Fourteenth Article of 
Amendment of the Constitution of the United ~states as it 
pertains to the depriving one of liberty without, '' due process 
of law". 
That your petitioner has mailed a copy of this brief to 
the Honorable A. P. Staples, Attorney General of Virginia 
and Attorney of Recor cl for Rice M. Youell, Superintendent 
of the Virginia State Penitentiary and Respondent herein, on 
June 11, 1941. and has filed his petition for an applica-
20* tion for a writ of *error in the ·Clerk's Office of the 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia at Richmond 
and requests an oral hearing on said application for appeal, 
and desires to rely upon this petition as his opening brief. 
Respectfully submitted, 
WILLIAM P. HUDSON, 
By W. A. HALL, JR., 
Counsel for Petitioner. 
14 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
Richmond, Virginia, June 9, 1941.. 
W. A. Hall, Jr., and E. W. Dickinson, Attorneys at Law, 
practicing in the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, do 
certify that in their opinion, the decisions and judgment com-
plained of should be reviewed by the Supreme Court of Vir-
ginia, and the judgment reversed. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Received June 11, 1941. 
Received June 26, 1941. 
W. A. HALL, JR., 
E. W. DICKINSON. 
M. B. WATTS, Clerk. 
C. V. S. 
Writ of error and supersedeas awarded; supersedeas, 
however, not to operate to discharge the prisoner from cus-
tody. 
July 25, 1941. 
Received July 25, 1941. 
RECORD 
Commonwealth of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
C. V. S. 
M. B. W. 
Pleas at the Courthouse in the City Hall, before the 
Hustings Court of the said City of Richmond, on the 18th 
day of April, 1941. · 
Be it remembered, that heretofore, to-wit, on the 10th day 
of April, 1941, William P. Hudson, Petitioner, filed a Petition 
in the Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond, pray-
ing for the issuance of a writ of habeas corpus ad subjicien-
dum, and that on the said day an order was entered in said 
Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond and a writ 
issued, which petitiori, order and writ are in the words and 
figures following, to-wit: 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 15 
plJ.ge 2 } Virgi:nia : 
In the Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Plaintiff, 
v. 
R,ice M. Youell, Superintendent, Defendant. 
PETITION FOR A WRIT OF H.A.BE.A.S CORPUS .A.D 
SUBJICIENDUM. 
To the Honorable vVillis D. Miller, Judge: 
Humbly complaining, your petitioner, William P. Hudson, 
respectfully showeth unto Your Honor that he is being re-
strained, incarcerated and deprived of his liberty, in the Vir-
ginia State Penitentiary, at Richmond, Virginia, within the 
jurisdiction of Your Honor's Court, by the defendant, Rice· 
M. Youell, keeper, custodian and superintendent, of afore-
said penal institution. 
That the restraint and imprisonment of your petitioner is 
illegal aud of no effect. in law by virtue of the commitment 
by which defendant Youell holds him in prison, it having as 
its basis and premise an order, entered in the Hustings Court 
of the City of Richmond, January 25, 1934, that is wholly and 
entirely null and void. 
That on the ...... day of May, 1921, your petitioner was 
c.onvicted and sentenced in the Hustings Court of the City 
of Richmond to a term of imprisonment in the penitentiary, 
and was granted a conditional pardon by the late John Gar-
land Pollard, Governor of Virginia, on the 15th day of March, 
1933, and your petitioner accepted said pardon. • 
That on the 25th day of January, 1934, in the Hustings 
Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, upon one indictment 
for attempted murder and four respective indict-
page 3 } ments for burglary, and upon his separate pleas of 
guilty of the aforesaid charges in said indictments, 
the sentence of the said Court, was as follows: 
( Copy from Order Book 90, page 436.) 
Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, on Thursday, the 
twenty-fifth day of January, 1934. Present, the Honorah]e 
John L. Ingram, Judge. 
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Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
INDICTMENT FOR ATTEMPT :MURDER. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
The said Defendant was this day led to the bar in the cms-
tody of the Sergeant of this City, and being arraigned upon 
~1eh indictment, pleaded guilty of attempted murder, as 
charged in the first case, and pleaded g-uilty of burglary in 
each of the other four cases against him, and the Court hav-
ing heard the evidence in each case, doth ascertain the con-
finement of the said defendant in the Penitentiary at one year 
in the first case and at five years in each of the other four 
cases, making twenty-one years in all. 
Whereupon, it being demanded of the said William P. Hud-
son if anything for himself he had or knew to say why the 
Gourt should not now proceed to pronounce judgment against 
him according to law, and nothing being offered or alleged 
in delay thereof, it is considered by the Court that the said 
William P. Hudson be confined in the Penitentiary for one 
term of one year and four terms of :fiv:e years each, said terms 
to run consecutively, making a total of twenty-one years, 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 17 
these being the periods by the Court ascertained. It is fur-
ther ordered that the above terms are to run consecutively 
with any other tenns frJ which the said defendant 1'YWI/J here-
tofore have been sentenced in this or any other 
page 4} co'ltrt in, th.is Conimonwealth. .Said terms to be 
credited by time spent in jail awaiting trial. And 
it is ordered that the sergeant of this City do, when required 
so to do, deliver the said defendant from the jail of this City 
of Richmond to the Superintendent of the Penitentiary, in 
said Penitentiary to be confined and treated in the manner 
directed by law. 
And thereupon the said William P. Hudson is committed 
to jail. 
That for and by reason of said sentence as beforehand set 
out he is now being deprived of his liberty by defendant as 
aforesaid. 
Petitioner calls Your Honor's attention to the clause in 
said sentence of confinement where states "it is further or-
dered that the above forms are to run consecutively with any 
other terms to whfoh the said defendant may hereto[ ore have 
been sentenced in this or any other court in this Commo-n-
u;ealth". 
That for and by reason of said clause, the sentence does 
not specify the time of its commencement, and only describes 
prior sentences by gen«:'ral reference, does not state the court 
in which former sentence or sentences were entered, that 
four corners of order leave it vague and uncertain, and im-
possible for said Youell to know when the tw:enty-one years 
would commence, without inspection of other records and 
therebv becoming void by every reason expressed by the Su-
preme· Court of '"the United States in the Daughtery Case. 
Wherefore, your petitioner prays that a writ of ·habea.c; 
corpuB ad subjiciendum may be granted, directed to the said 
Rice M. Youell, commanding him to have the body of this pe-
titioner before your Honorable Court, at a time and place 
therein to be specified, together with the time and cause of 
tllis detention, and that your petitioner may be restored to 
his liberty. 
WILLIAM P. HUDSON, Petitioner, 
By Counsel. 
page 5 ~ This 4th day of April, 1941, W. A. Hall, Jr., At-
torney for petitioner, made oath before the under-
signed, Commissioner in Chancery, that the facts stated 
18 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
herein are true to the best of his knowledge, information, and 
belief. 
ALBERT O. BOSOHEN, 
Commissioner in Chancery for the Circuit Court 
of the City of Richmond, Virginia. 
Your petitioner further avers that said order of confine-
ment presents the ~"'ederal question namely: Order violates 
article Thirteen of the Amendments of the Federal Consti-
tution, in that it imprisons petitioner involuntarily without 
a valid order following conviction in a State Court and fur-
ther violates the due process of law clause of Article Four-
teen of the Amendments to the Federal Constitution as or-
der of commitment deprives petitioner of due process of law 
in that a judgment of conviction is a necessary ingredient 
under the Common Law definition of due process of law in 
its application to any criminal case and said Amendment has 
application to the criminal procedure of a State Court. 
WILLIAM P. HUDSON, Petitioner, 
By Counsel. 
This 4th day of April, 1941, W. A. Hall, Jr., Attorney for 
petitioner, made oath before the undersigned, Commissioner 
in Chancery, that above .Amendment to petition for a writ 
of habeas corpus is true to the best of his knowledge, infor-
mation, and belief. 
ALBERT 0. BOSCHEN, 
Commissioner in Chancery for the Circuit Court 
of the City of Richmond, Virginia. 
page 6 r (Endorsed) 
Virginia: 
In the Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Pft., 
v. 
Rice :M. Youell, Dft. 
1941 April 10th fiJed. 
Teste: 
LUTHER LIBBY, Clerk. 
( 
I 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 19 
pag·e 7 ~ Virginia : 
In the Law and E-~uity Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Complainant, 
'l). 
Rice M. Youell, Defendant. 
This day came William P. Hudson and presented to the 
Court a petition praying for a writ of habeas corpus ad sub-
jiciendum, which petition is now filed, and it appearing upon 
reading of said petition of William P. Hudson, duly signed 
and verified by W. A. Hall, Jr., his Attorney of record, that 
there is probable cause to believe that the said William O. 
Hudson, is illeg·ally imprisoned and confined and restrained 
of his liberty without lawful authority in the custody of Rice 
M. Youell, Superintendent of the Virginia Penitentiary, in 
the City of Richmond, Virginia, and it also appearing wherein 
said illegality consists, it is ordered that a writ of habeas 
corpus ad sitbji.ciendum be, and the same is hereby ordered 
to be, issued by the Clerk of this Court and directed to the 
Rice M. Youell, Superfotendent of the Virginia Penitentiary, 
commanding him to have and produce the body of the said 
William P. Hudson, before the Hustings Court of the City 
of Richmond, at the Courtroom thereof, in the City Hall, on 
the 18th day of April, 1941, at ten o'clock, A. M., together 
with the day and cause of his being taken and detained, to 
do and receive what shall then and there be considered con-
cerning the said Wiiliam P. Hudson by the said Hustings 
Court, and that he have then and there said writ of habeas 
corpus ad subjiciendwni. 
And it is further ordered that this proceeding be removed 
to the said Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, to be 
there proceeded in as if originally brought in said Court. 
page 8 ~ 
Virginia: 
(Endorsed) 
In the Law and E<.1uity Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Pft., 
'l). 
Rice M. Youell, Dft. 
20 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
ORDER AWARDING WRIT OF 11.ABE.AS CORPUS AD 
SUBJICIENDUM. 




Entered 0. B. 25, p. 280. 
page 9 ~ Virginia : 
W. A. HALL, JR., 
Atty. for Petitioner. 
To the Superintendent of the Virginia Penitentiary: 
We command you that the body of William P. Hudson, un-
der your custody, as it is said, detained unlawfully and ille-
gally, you have before the Judge of the Hustings Court of 
the City of Richmond, Virginia, in the City Hall, on the 18th 
day of April, 1941, at ten o'clock A. M. together with the 
day and cause of his arrest and detention, to do and receiv~ 
what the Judge of the said Hustings Court of the City of 
Richmond, in this part shall consider. 
And have then there this writ. 
Witness, Luther Libby, Clerk of the Law and Equity Court 
of the City of Richmond, the 10th day of April, 1941, and in 
the 165th year of the Commonwealth. 
Teste: 
LUTHER LIBBY, Clerk. 
By IRA M. BARR, D. C. 
(Endorsed) 
Virginia: 
In the Law & Equity Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson 
v. 
Rice M. Youell. 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 21 
(HABEAS CORPUS.) 
Executed this 11 day of April, 1941, in the City of Rich-
mond, Va. by delivering a copy of within writ to the Super-
intendent of the Virginia Penitentiary. · 
J. HERBERT MERC.E,R, 
Sheriff of the City of Richmond, Va. 




page 10 } Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, Friday, 
April 18, 1941. 
William P. Hudson, Petitioner, 
v. 
Rice l\[ Youell, Superintendent. 
This day came the petitioner, and moved the Court to be 
allowed to file his amended petition and leave being granted, 
he filed the same. 
page 11 } Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Plaintiff, 
v. 
Rice M. Youell, Def enclant. 
To the Honorable John L. Ingram, Judge: 
Your petitioner, William P. Hudson, respectfully showeth 
unto Your Honor. 
That on the 10th day of April, 1941, he exhibited, in the 
Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, his 
original petition, for a writ of habeas corpus ad subjicien-
dum, and that Court entered an order, requiring the said 
Youell, to produce the body of your petitioner, in the Hust-
ings Court of the Citv of Richmond, Virginia, together with 
the nature and cause of his imprisonment, on the 18th day of 
April, 1941, reference to said petition showing wherein ille-
22 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
gality in respect to ·imprisonment of petitioner, by said 
Youell, consisted: 
Further that your petitioner a~ers that, he is illegally im-
prisoned, by defendant for the further reason, that sentence 
referred to in original petition, in respect to order, entered 
in the Hustings Court of Richmond, Virginia, on January 
25, 1934, attempting to sentence petitioner, to a period of 
twenty-one years in the penitentiary is erroneous for uncer-
tainty, in that it fails to specify upon which indictments or 
convictions, any of the respective terms of imprisonment 
therein mentioned are to be undergone, and is only a con-
current sentence of fixe years imprisonment, that has now 
been served. 
. That your petitioner's incarceration by said 
page 12 ~ Youell is illegal by virtue of the above. 
He accordingly respectfully prays that said 
Youell, will be made a party defendant, to this his amended 
petition. 
That your petitioner be discharged from the custody of de-
fendant, by reason of additional ground herein described. 




In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Pft., 
v. 
Rice M. Youell, Dft. 
AMENDMENT TO ORIGINAL PETITION. 
Filed Apr. 18, 1941. 
page 13 ~ Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Petitioner, 
v. 
Rice M. Youell, Superintendent of the Virginia State Peni-
tentiary, Respondent. 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 23 
DEMURRER AND ANSWER. 
Your Respondent, Rice l\L Youell, Superintendent of the 
Virginia State Penitentiary, demurs to both the original and 
amended petitions of the Petitioner and, for cause of de-
murrer, says they are not sufficient in law. 
Without waiving his said demurrer, this Respondent shows 
unto the court that he is Superintendent of the Virginia State 
Penitentiary and, as such, has custody of all criminals com-
mitted to said penitentiary for confinement according to law; 
that he, as such Superintendent, is now holding in custody 
the Petitioner, William P. Hudson, by virtue of a certain 
order of the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, under 
date of January 25, Hl34, committing said Hudson to con-
finement in the .State Penitentiary of Virginia for an ag-
gregate period of twenty-one years, subject to a credit of 
fifty-three days spent in jail by the said Hudson; that he is 
informed, and believes and represents unto the court, that 
said Petitioner, William P. Hudson, was, on January 25, 
1.934, charged with felonies in five separate and distinct in-
dictments, one for attempted murder and four for 
page 14 ~ burglary, and that said Hudson pleaded guilty 
upon his arraignment upon the indictment charg-
ing an attempt to murder and the court, having heard the 
evidence, sentenced him to confinement in the State Peniten-
tiary for a term of one year. 
Your Respondent further shows unto the court that said 
Petitioner, William P. Hudson, was arraigned on four other 
indictments charging him with four separate and distinct 
burglaries; that said Petitioner pleaded g11ilty to each sepa-
rate indictment; that tht judge of said court heard the evi-
dence upon his plea of guilty to each of the separate indict-
ments and sentenced him, in the said order of January 25, 
1934, to five years confinement in the penitentiary upon each 
of the said four indictments for burglary. In the said order 
of January 25, 1934, the judge of said court provided that 
each of the said five terms of confinement in the penitentiary, 
to which the said Hudson was sentenced, should run consecu-
tively, and specifically provided that the five terms made a 
total of twenty-one years confinement. 
Respondent shows unto the court that all the facts above 
stated, as to the indictments and trials and the said order of 
January 25, 1934, appear and can be found in the record of 
Your Honor's court. 
Respondent.further shows unto the court that in the month 
of May, 1921, the said W. P. Hudson, alias Breetc.hes, who 
24 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
is the same person as the Petitioner, William P. Hudson, was 
convicted in Your Honor's court upon two indictments for 
burglary and sentenced to two terms confinement in the State 
Penitentiary, totalling thirty years, one sentence being for 
eighteen years and the other for twelve years. 
Respondent also shows unto the court that on 
page 15 ~ March 15, 1933, the Honorable John Garland Pol-
lard, then Governor of Virginia, issued to said Pe-
titioner, vV. P. Hudson, alias Breetches, a conditional pardon, 
discharging said Petitioner "from imprisonment, but upon 
the terms and conditions following, namely; 
"That he will conduct himself in the future as a good, law-
abiding citizen: 
'' And if he should violate any of the conditions or if ever 
again he be found guilty of a violation of the penal laws of 
the Commonwealth this pardon shall be null and void.'' 
Respondent shows unto the court that said Hudson ac-
cepted said pardon in writing; that at the time of his dis-
charge by virtue of said conditional pardon there remained 
an unserved portion of said thirty years confinement-six 
years, five months and nineteen days. 
Respondent further shows unto the court that there is no 
statutory provision in Virginia authorizing any officer of 
the State to declare a breach of the conditions of said par-
don; that, under the common law existing in the State of Vir-
ginia, a person conditionally pardoned, who has breached the 
conditions of his pardon, may be brought before a court hav-
ing criminal jurisdiction and, upon proof of a violation of 
the conditions of his pardon, may be committed by the judge 
of such court to the State Penitentiary to serve the unexpired 
portion of the term pre,1iously terminated by the conditional 
pardon. 
Respondent shows unto the court that, in addition to the 
terms of imprisonment to which the said Petitioner, William 
P. Hudson, was sentenced by the judge of this court on Janu-
ary 25, 1934, said Petitioner was carried before the judge of 
the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond on 
page 16 ~ March 8, 1934, charged with being· a repeater, and 
· sentenced by the judge of said court on said day 
to an additional term of confinement of one year as a second 
offender. 
Respondent further shows unto this court that said Peti-
tioner is being held in confinement by him in the State Peni-
tentiary by virtue of the aforesaid order of this· Court for a 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 25 
term of twenty-one years, and by virtue of the conviction and 
sentence of the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, as a 
second offender, for a period of one year, to be served con-
secutively with the said aggregate term of twenty-one years 
by virtue of the aforesaid conviction and sentence of this 
court. 
Respondent shows unto the court that the said Petitioner, 
William P. Hudson, pursuant to the common law in effect in 
Virginia as to the recommitment of a person conditionally 
pardoned upon proof of a violation of the terms of the con-
ditional pardon, should have a rule issued against him to 
show cause, if any he can, why he should not be rec<;>mmitted 
to Respondent's custody to serve the unexpired term for 
which he was conditionally pardoned by the Governor of Vir-
ginia on March 15, 1933. 
Respondent also shows unto the court that there is an error 
either in the copy of the order of this court of January 25, 
1934, or in the copy of the same order contained in the origi-
nal petition for a writ of habeas corpus, in this, to-wit: about 
the middle of the second paragraph of the order of this court 
as copied, wherein the prisoner is sentenced to confinement 
in the penitentiary, the quotation contained in the petition 
reads, "it is considered by the Court that the said 
page 17 ~ William P. Hudson be confined in the Penitentiary 
for one term of one year and four terms to run 
consecutively", while in the order of the court furnished the 
.Attorney General's office the provision of confinement reads 
as follows: '' one term of one year and four terms of five 
vears each, said terms to run consecutively.'' 
'I'. Respondent is advised that the order of this court of Janu-
ary 25, 1934, is a valid order, and that he should hold said 
Petitioner, ·wmiam P. Hudson, in confinement pursuant to 
said order and that of the Circuit Court of the City of Rich-
mond. 
And now, having fully answered, Respondent prays to be 
hence dismissed, with his reasonable costs in this behalf ex-
pended. 
RICE M. YOUELL, 
Superintendent of the Virginia State Penitentiary, 
By Counsel. 
EDWIN H. GIBSON, 
.Assistant Attorney General. 
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(Endorsed) 
Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
William P. Hudson, Petitioner, 
v. 
Rice M. Youell, Superintendent of the Virginia State Peni-
tentiary, Respondent. 
DEMURRER AND ANSWER. 
Apr. 18, 1941. Filed. 
page 18 r Virginia : 
In. the Hustings Court of tbe City of Richmond. 
William. P. Hudson, Petitioner, 
v. 
Rice M. Youell, Superintendent. 
REPLICATlON TO DEMURRER AND ANSWER OF 
RESPONDENT YOUELL. 
Your petitioner, William P. Hudson, respectfully prays 
that the demurrer interposed to both his original petition and 
amended petition be overruled, and replies by way of replica-
tion as follows to the answer of said Youell this day filed. 
Your petitioner denies that he was on J a.nnary 25, 1934, 
sentenced, in the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, 
Virginia, to a term of twenty-one years in the Virginia peni-
tentiary as stated by respondent in his answer, and avers 
that the sentence ref erred to was not a sentence of confine-
ment in the penitentiary for a term of twenty-one years, but 
only a sentence of five years imprisonment, and refers the 
court to the order of sentence entered in the order book of 
said Court J annary 25, 1934. 
Further he admits that in May, 1921, in aforesaid Court, 
he received two sentenc~es of imprisonment, one for eighteen 
years and the other for twelve years, but that said terms ran 
concurrently, and accordingly refers the Court to its order 
book of that date for Yerification of above, and further that 
when he was granted a conditional pardon, March 15, 1933, 
bv the late Honorable ,John Garland Pollard, then Governor 
of Virginia, he had already finished serving the terms of con-
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 27 
:finement to which he was sentenced in the Hust-
page 19 ~ ing·s Court of Richmond, Virg·inia, in May, 1921. 
That e':en if said terms had not been completed 
at the time of being granted a conditional pardon, on March 
15, 1933, they have now been served having run concurrently 
with concurrent terms of five years, imposed by sentence en-
tered, in above Court, .January 25, 1934. Any portion of 
sentences of 1921, existing January 25, 1934, attaching im-
mediately upon his conviction of January, 19'34, heretofore 
ref erred to. 
He accordingly prays an answer filed by respondent Youell, 
be dismissed, that your petitioner is being illegally held by 
the defendant in contravention of the Constitution of Vir-
ginia and the laws made in pursuance thereto and in contra-
vention of Articles Thirteen and Fourteen of the Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States as said Amendments 
pertain to the action of a State Court. That he may be forth-
with discharged from defendant Youell, by proper order, en-
tered by this Honorable Court. 
WILLIAM P. HUDSON, Petitioner, 
By Counsel. 
W. A. HALL, JR, 
Attorney for Petitioner. 
(Endorsed) 
Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. I 
William P. Hudson, Pft., 
v. 
Rice :M. Youell, Respondent. 
REPLICATION TO DE.MURRER AND ANSWER OF 
RESPONDENT YOUELL. 
April 18, 1941. Filed. 
page 20 ~ COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
Executive Department 
To All to Whom These Presents Shall Come Greetings 
Whereas, at a Hustings Court held in and for the City of 
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Richmond in the month of May, in the year one thousand 
nine hundred and twenty-one W. P. Hudson alias Breetches 
was convicted of burglary-2 indictments and was thereupon 
sentenced to be imprisoned in the penitentiary for a term of 
18 years-12 years, total 30 years. 
Whereas, it appears to the Executive that he is a fit sub-
ject for clemency, in view of the time served and the opinion 
of the officer having this man in charg·e that he will make 
good if given the opportunity ( neither the trial judge nor 
the prosecuting attorney is now living and their views can 
not be obtained) employment having been secured for him. 
Therefore, I, JNO. GARLAND POLLARD, Governor of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, have by virtue of authority 
vested in me, pardoned and do hereby pardon the said W. P. 
Hudson alias Breetches and do order that he be forthwith 
discharged from imprisonment, but upon the terms and con-
ditions following, nam(l]y; 
That he will conduct himself in the future as a good, law-
abiding citizen; 
And if he should violate any of the conditions or if ever 
again he be found guilty of a violation of the penal laws of 
the Commqnwealtp. this pardon shall be null and void; 
Given under my hand and under the Lesser Seal of thH 
Commonwealth, at Richmond, this 15th day of March, in the 
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and thirty-three 
and in the 157th year of the Commonwealth. 
Seal 
By the Governor. 
JNO. GARLAND POLLARD, 
Governor of Virginia. 
Secretary of the Commonwealt11, 
I, W. P. Hudson alias Breetches hereby accept the above 
pardon with the conditions therein set forth. ' 
W. P. HUDSON. 
·witness, G. P. MITCHELL. 
"\V. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 29 
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Seal. 
Rice M. Youell 
Superintendent. 
State Prison Board. 
W. C. ·Cottrell 
James Brockwell 
T. Gray Haddon 
R. McC. Bullington 
Miss Daisy N urney 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA. 




November 16, 1927. 
I • 
Dear Sir; . . 
Please use this letter as your authority to deduct 20% of 
the good conduct time of W. P. Hudson, No. 17116, for going 
in the shops during tho dinner hour for the purpose of con1-
municating with the women. 
Yours very truly, 
R. M. YOUELL, Superintendent. 
page 22 } Virginia : 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
The GRAND ,JURORS of the Commonwealth, for the body 
of the City of Richmond, on their oaths :present that William 
P. Hudson on the 19th day of November m the year one thou-
sand nine hundred and thirty-three at the said city, and within 
the jurisdiction of the Hustings Court of the ·City of Rich-
mond, A certain dwelling house of one J. E. Haws, there 
situate # 1704 Floyd A venue, in the nighttime of the day 
aforesaid, unlawfully, feloniously and burglariously did break 
and enter, with intent then and there unlawfully, feloniously 
and burglariously to commit larceny therein, and one Smith 
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and Wesson pistol of the value of $15.00; one pocketbook of 
the value of $1.00, Ten dollars of United .States currency, and 
all of the aggregate value of $26.00, of the goods, chattels, 
United States currency and property of the said J.E. Hawks, 
in the said dwelling house then and there being found, he 
the said William P. Hudson, then and there unlawfully, 
feloniously and burglariously did steal, take and carry away, 
against the peace and dignity of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia. 
L. C. Haake, James Iuman, J. F. Bagby, J.E. Hawks, W. 
E. Brennan, R. Brackett, witnesses sworn and sent by the 
Court to the Grand Jury to give evidence. 
Commonwealth 
'I). 
William P. Hudson. 
WALT·E,R CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
Burglary 
AN INDICTMENT FOR A FELONY. 
A True Bill. 
R. E. BROWN, Foreman. 
Jan. 2, 1934. Indictment Found. 
Jan. 25, Dft. led to bar, pleaded guilty of burglary & Pen. 
5 yrs. Consecutive. 
page 23 ~ Virginia : 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
The GRAND JURORS of the Commonwealth, for the body 
or the City of Richmond, on their oaths present that William 
P. Hudson on the 19th day of November in the year one thou-
sand nine hundred and thirty-three at the said city, and within 
the jurisdiction of the B ustings Court of the City of Rich-
mond~ A certain dwelling house of one F. E. Traylor, there 
situate #309-A North Stafford Avenue, in the nighttime of 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 31 
the day aforesaid, unlawfully, feloniously and burglariously 
did break and enter, with intent then and there unlawfully, 
feloniously and burglariously to commit larceny therein, 
against the peace and dignity of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia. 
L. C. Haake, James Inman, J. F. Bagby, F. E. Traylor, R. 
Brackett, witnesses sworn and sent by the Court to the Grand 
Jury to give evidence. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
Burglary 
AN INDICTMENT FOR A FELONY. 
A True Bill. 
R. E. BROWN, Foreman. 
Jan. 2, 1934. Indictment Found. 
Jan. 25, Dft. led to bar, pleaded guilty of burglary Pen 5 
yrs. consecutive. 
page 24 ~ Virg·inia : 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
The GRAND JURORS of the Commonwealth, for the body 
of the City of Richmond, on their oaths present that William 
P. Hudson on the 27th day of May, in the year one thousand 
nine hundred and thirty-three at the said city, and within the 
jurisdiction of the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, 
A certain dwelling house of one D. S. Ashton, there situate 
# 1822 West Grace Street, in the nighttime of the day afore-
said, unlawfully, feloniously and burglariously did break and 
enter, with intent then and there unlawfully, feloniously and 
burglariously to commit larceny therein, and one Hamilton 
Watch of the value of $40.00, one pocketbook of the value of 
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$1.00, Five dollars of United States currency, and all of the 
aggregate value of $46.00 of the goods, chattels, United States 
Currency and property of one D. C. Ashton, in the said dwell-
ing house then and there being found, he the said William 
P. Hudson, then and there unlawfully, feloniously and bur-
glariously did steal, take and carry away, against the peace 
and dignity of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
L. C. Haake, James Inman, J. F. Bagby, D. C. Ashton, 
W. E. Brennan, R. Brackett, witnesses sworn and sent by 
the Court to the Grand Jury to give evidence. · 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson. 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
Burglary 
AN INDICTMENT FOR A FELONY. 
A True Bill. 
R. E. BROWN, Foreman .. 
Jan. 2, 1934. Indictment Found. 
Jan. 25, Dft. Led to bar. 
Chas. M. Wallace apt. to defend. 
Dft. pleaded guilty & Pen. 5 yrs. Consecutive. 
page 25 ~ Virginia : 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
The GRAND JURORS of the Commonwealth, for the body 
of the City of Richmond, on their oaths present that WiIIiam 
P. Hudson on the 18th day of November in the year one thou-
sand nine hundred and thirty-three at the said city, and within 
the jurisdiction of the Hustings Court of the City of RicJ1-
mond, A certain dwelling house of one Nellie Harris, there 
situate #215 Shafer Street, in the nightttime of the day afore-
said, unlawfully, !eloniously and burglariously did break and 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 33 
enter, with intent then and there unlawfully, feloniously and 
burglariously to commit larceny therein; and one purse of 
the value. of $1.00, One Dollars and Twenty-five cents of 
United States currency; and one wrist watch of the value of 
$25.00, and all of the aggregate value of $27.25, of the goods, 
chattels, United States currency and property of one Rosa 
Rowland, in the said dwelling house, then and there being 
found, he the said ·william P. Hudson, then and there m1-
la wfully, feloniously and burglariously did steal, take and 
carry away, against the peace and dignity of the Common-
wealth of Virginia. 
L. C. Haake, James Inman, J. F. Bagby, Mrs. Rose Row-
land, W. E. Brennan, Miss .Nellie Harris, R. Brackett, wit-




William P. Hudson. 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
Burglary 
AN INDICTMENT lroR A FELONY. 
A True Bill. 
R. E. BROWN, Foreman. 
Jan. 2, 1934. Indictment Found. 
Jan. 3rd. Capias (del to Sgt) . 
Jan. 25, Dft. led to bar, pleaded guilty of burglary. Pen. 
5 yrs. 
page 26 } Virginia : 
In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond. 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
The GRAND JURORS of the Commonwealth, for the body 
of the City of Richmond, on their oaths present that William 
P. Hudson on the 19th day of November in the year one thou-
sand nine hundred and thirty-three at the said city, and within 
34 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
the jurisdiction of the Hustings Court of the City of Rich-
. mond In aµd upon one R. E. Munn, unlawfully, feloniously, 
wilfully, deliberately, premeditatedly and of his malice afore-
thought did· make an assault; and that he the said William 
P. Hudson, with· a certain pistol, then and there loaded and 
charged with gunpowder and divers leaden balls, then and 
there unlawfully, feloniously, wilfully, deliberately, premedi-
tately and of his malice aforethought, him the said R. E. 
Munn did attempt to kill and murder; and that in his said 
attempt, that he the said William P. Hudson, on the day and 
year aforesaid, and within the jurisdiction afore said, a cer-
tain pistol then and there loaded and charged with gunpowder _ 
and divers leaden balls, unlawfully, feloniously, wilfully, de-
liberately, premeditately and of his malice aforethought, did 
shoot and fire off, at and towards the said R. E. Munn, he 
the said R. E. l\Iunn, at the time of the said shooting being 
close enough to the said William P. Hudson to be within car-
rying distance of the said pistol, with intent him the said 
R. E. Munn, then and there, and of his malice aforethought 
to kill and murder, but that he the said William P. Hudson 
did not succeed in his said attempt, against the peace and 
dignity of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
L. C. Haake, James Inman, J. F. Bagby, R. E. Munn, 0. 
D. Garton, F. M. Bosquet, D. C. Ashton, R. Brackett, J. E. 
Hanks, W. E. Brennan, Nellie Harris, }4:rs. Rosa Rowland, 
witnesses sworn and sent by the Court to the Grand Jury to 
gire evidence. 





William P. Hudson. 
AN INDICTl\'.lENT ~OR A FELONY. 
A True Bill. 
R. E. BROWN, Foreman. 
Jan. 2, 1914. Indictment Found. 
Jan. 25. Dft. led to bar, pleaded guilty of Attempt at Mur-
der. Pen. 1 year, consecutive. 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 35 
page 27 } In the Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, 
.January 25, 1934. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson, Dft. 
INDICTMENT FOR ATTEMPT MURDER. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson, Dft. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson, Dft. 
. INDICTMENT FOR ~~--
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson, Dft. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
Commonwealth 
v. 
William P. Hudson, Dft. 
INDICTMENT FOR BURGLARY. 
The said defendant was this day led to the bar in the cus-
tody of the Sergeant of this City, and being arraigned upon 
each indictment, pleade!l guilty of attempt murder as charg·ed 
in the first case, and pleaded guilty of burglary in each of 
the other four cases against him. And the Court having heard 
the evidence in each case, doth ascertain the term of con:fim~-
ment of the said defendant in the Penitentiary at one year 
in the first case and at five years in each of the other four 
cases, making twenty-one years in all. 
Whereupon it being- demanded of the said William P. Hud-
son if anything for himself he had or knew to say why the 
Court should not now proceed to pronounce judgment against 
him according to law, and nothing being offered or alleged 
in delay thereof, it is considered by the Court that the said 
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William P. Hudson be confined in the Penitentiary for one 
term of one year and four terms of five years each, said terms 
to run consecutively, making a total of twenty-one years, these 
being the periods by the Court ascertained. It is further or-
dered that the above terms are to run consecutively with any 
other terms to which the said defendant may heretofore have 
been sentenced in this or any other Court in this 
pag·e 28} Commonwealth. Said terms to be credited by time 
spent in jail awaiting trial. And it is ordered that 
the Sergeant of this City do, when required so to do, deliver 
the said defendant from the jail of this City to the Superin-
tendent of the Penitentiary, in said Penitentiary to be con-
fined and treated in the manner prescribed by law. 
And thereupon the said William P. Hudson is remanded 
to jail. 
A Copy, Teste : 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
page 29 } State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
house, on 24th day of May, 1921, W. P. Hudson alias 
''Breeches'' was this day convicted of burglary. Where-
upon, it being demanded of the said W. P. Hudson alias 
''Breeches'' if anything for himself he had or knew to say 
why the Court should not now proceed to pronounce judg-
ment against him according to law, and nothing being offered 
or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered by the Court that 
the said W. P. Hudson alias ''Breeches'' be confined in the 
penitentiary for the term of twelve years the period by the 
jurors in their verdict ascertained. 




W .ALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
W. P. Hudson alias ''Breeches". 
W. P. Hudson v" Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 37 
TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD. 
Richmond, May, 1921. 
(12 Years) 
30 years in all .. 
page 30 r State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
nouse, on 24th day of May, 1921, W. P. Hudson alias 
"Breeches" was this day convicted of burglary. Whereupon, 
it being demanded of the said W. P. Hudson alias "Breeches" 
if anything for himself he had or knew to say why the Court 
should not now proceed to pronounce judgment against him 
according to law, and nothing being offered or alleged in de-
lay thereof, it is considered by the Court that the said W. P. 
Hudson alias ''Breeches" be confined in the penitentiary for 
the term of eighteen years the period by the jurors in their 
verdict ascertained, to run consecutively. 
July 14; 1941. 
16 days jail. 




WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
Vv. P. Hudson alias ''Breeches''. 
TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD. 
(18 Years) 
30 years in all 
page 31 } State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
. . 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
house, on 25th day of January, 1934, William P. Hudson was 
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this day convicted of burglary. Whereupon, it being de-
manded of the said prisoner if anything for himself he had 
or knew to say why the Court should not now proceed to 
pronounce judgment against him according to law, and noth-
ing being offered or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered 
by the Court that the said prisoner be confined in the peni-
tentiary for the term of fi~e years the period by the judge 
ascertained, said term to run consecutively with any other 
term or terms to which the said prisoner has been sentenced 
by this Court, making a total of 21 years. 
Said term to be credited by the time spent in jail awaiting 
trial, or pending an appeal-to-wit: 53 days. 




WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk. 
(On back) 
William P. Hudson. 
TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD. 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
(5 Years) 
Total of twenty-one Years 
Terms to run consecutively 
page 32 ~ State of Virginia,· 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
. house, on 25th day of January, 1934, William P. Hudson was 
this day convicted of burglary. Whereupon, it being de-
manded of the said pri~oner if anything for himself he had 
or knew to say why the Court should not now proceed to pro-
nounce judgment against him according to law, and nothing 
being· offered or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered by 
W. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 39 
the Court that the said prisoner be confined in the peniten-
tiary for the term of five years the period by the judge as-
certained, said term to run consecutively with any other term 
or terms to which the said prisoner has been sentenced by 
this Court, making a total of 21 years. 
Said term to be credited by the time spent in jail awaiting 
trial, or pending an appeal-to-wit: ............ days. 
A transcript from the record. 
Teste: 




William P. Hudson. 
i 
4.. 
TRANSCRIPT OF REOORD. 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
(5 Years) 
Total of twenty-one Years 
Terms to run consecutively 
page 33 } State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit-: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
house, on 25th day of ,January, 1934, William P. Hudson was 
this day convicted of burglary. Whereupon, it being de-
manded of the said prisoner if anything for himself he had 
or knew to say why the Court should not now proceed to pro-
nounce judgment against him according to law, and nothing 
being offered or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered by 
the Court that the said prisoner be confined in the peniten--
tiary for the term of .fiye years the period by the judge as-
certained said term to run consecutively with any other term 
or terms to which the said prisoner has been sentenced bv 
this Court, making a total of 21 years. · 
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Said term to be credited by the time spent in jail awaiting 
trial, or pending an appeal-to-wit: ............ days. 
A transcript from the record. 
Teste: 




William P. Hudson. 
TRANSCRIPT OF REOORD. 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
(5 Years) 
Total of twenty-one Years 
Terms to run consecutively 
page 34 ~ State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to-wit: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
house, on 25th day of January, 1934, William P. Hudson was 
this day convicted of burglary. Whereupon, it being de-
manded of the said prisoner if anything for himself he had 
or knew to say why the Court should not now proceed to pro-
nounce judgment against him according to law, and nothing 
being offered or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered by 
the Court that the said prisoner be confined in the peniten-
tiary for the term of five years the period by the judge ascer-
tained said term to run consecutively with any other term 
or terms to which the said prisoner has been sentenced by 
this Court, making a total of 21 years. 
Said term to be credited by the time spent in jail awaiting 
trial, or pending an appeal-to-wit: .......... days. 
A transcript from the record. 
Teste: 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Clerk .. 




William P. Hudson. 
TRANSCRIPT OF REOORD. 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
(5 Years) 
Total of twenty-one Years 
Terms to run consecutively 
page 35 } .State of Virginia, 
City of Richmond, to--wit: 
At a Hustings Court held for the said city, at the court-
house, on 25th day of January, 1934, William P. Hudson was 
this day convicted of attempt murder. Whereupon, it being 
demanded of the said prisoner if anything for himself he had 
or knew to say why the Court should not now proceed to pro-
nounce judgment against him according to law, and nothing 
being offered or alleged in delay thereof, it is considered by 
the Court that the said prisoner be confined in the peniten-
tiary for the term of one years the period by the judge ascer-
tained said term to run consecutively with any other term or 
terms to which the said prisoner has been sentenced by this 
Court, making a total of 21 years. 
Said term to be credited by the time spent in jail ~waiting 
trial, or pending an appeal-to-wit: ... ·'" . . . . . days. 




William P. Hudson. 
WALTER CHRISTIAN, Cle~k. 
(On back) 
42 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD. 
CITY OF RICHMOND. 
(1 Year) 
Total of twenty-one Years 
Terms to run consecutively 
Com. to jail Nov. 20. 
Escaped Dec. 21. 
Caught & returned Jan. 4. 
March 8, 1934. 
Prisoner admitted that he is the same person and sen-
tenced by the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond to 1 
year additional confinement in the penitentiary, to begin at 
the end of his present term of confinement therein, and the 
prisoner remanded to the custody of the Superintendent of 
the said penitentiary. 
An extract, Teste: 
WALKER C. COTTRFLL, Clerk. 
page 36 ~ Hustings Court of the City of Richmond, Friday, 
April 18, 1941. 
William P. Hudson, Petitioner, 
'V. 
R.foe M. Youell, ,Superintendent of the Virginia State Peni-
tentiary, Respondent. 
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS. 
The said Rice M. Youell, Superintendent of the Virginia 
State Penitentiary, in accordance with the writ of Habeas 
Cor'Rus ad subjfoiendurn heretofore issued by the Law and 
Equity Court 0£ the City of Richmond, this day produced 
the body of the said William P. Hudson before this Court to-
gether with the cause of his detention, and the said Respond-
ent, with the leave of the Court, :filed his demurrer and an-
swer to the amended petition, and the said Petitioner, with 
leave of Court, filed his Replication thereto. And both par-
ties having· joined in the said demurrer and the Court having 
heard the arguments of counsel upon the said demurrer, an-
swer and replication, is of the opinion and doth so decidH, 
vV. P. Hudson v. Rice M. Youell, Supt., etc. 43 
that the said William P. Hudson is not illegally detained in 
the custody of the said Respondent, it is therefore ordered 
that the said writ of habeas corpus ad subjiciendum be and 
the same is hereby dismissed. And thereupon the said Peti-
tioner excepted to the action of the Court in so dismissing 
the said writ and time is allowed him, not to exceed sixty 
days from this day, in which to :file his Bills of Exceptions. 
And the Court not being at present advised of its decision 
upon the Respondent's request for the issuance of a Rule 
against the said Petitioner to show cause why the condi-
tional pardon granted him on the 15th day of March, 1933, 
by the Honorable John Gar land Pollard, the~ Governor of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, should not be revoked, doth 
order the said request continued generally. 
page 37 } And thereupon the said William P. Hudson is· 
remanded to the custody of the said Rice M. Youell, 
Superintendent of the Virginia State Penitentiary. 
page 38} I, Thos. R. Miller, Deputy Clerk of the Hustings 
Court of the City of Richmond, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing· is a true and accurate copy of the records, 
together with all the petitions, pleas and orders and excep-
tions on the part of the respeetive parties and of the Court, 
and all other incidents of the hearing of the cause of William 
P. Hudson, Petitioner, against Rice M. Youell, .Superintend-
ent of the Virginia State Penitentiary, Respondent, lately 
heard and determined in the Hustings Court of the City of 
Richmond. 
I further certify that due and timely notice of the time 
and place of application for this transcript was given by 
Counsel of Record for the Petitioner to Counsel of Record 
for the Respondent, before same was made out and delivered. 
Given under my hand on this the 9th day of May, 1941. 
THOS. R. MILLER, 
Deputy Clerk of the Hustings Court 
of the City of Richmond. 
Cost of this Transcript, $13.75 . 
.A. Copy-Teste : 
M. B. WATTS, C. C. 
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